Introduction
This topic has become prominent in current Patristic Studies due to the number of researchers, pursuing the problem of Greek-Syriac bilingualism. 1 And it is of great importance to investigate the interaction of ideas which are contained in these languages themselves. This idea that can be found in the traditions which are o en classed together as "Antiochene," can give the answer to the key question of Christian anthropology: What is the image of God in human beings? "Antiochene" writers in both Greek and Syriac give the same answer to the problem of the imago Dei: it is "authority." It would be quite di cult to discover the origin of this idea, but at least we can suppose that it was based on a literal exegesis of Gen. 1:26-28. It means that the verses "Let us create man in our image and likeness," and "have dominion over the sh of the sea and over the birds of the air and over the ca le and over the whole earth and over every crawling living thing that crawls upon the earth," were closely connected and the former was interpreted through the la er. One can nd such an interpretation in the works of two of the most distinguished representatives of "Antiochene" Christianity: St. John Chrysostom and St. Ephrem the Syrian. Both of them are excellent examples showing Greek and Syriac aspects of the imago Dei concept, since they are well-known for a perfect command of their native languages. Chrysostom was a genius of A ic Greek, a brilliant rhetorician, philosopher, and theologian and Ephrem was the greatest poet of the patristic age and the most famous Syriac theologian. Both of them considered the image of God in humans as being "authority." However, they understood the idea in di erent ways because of lan- 
and
First of all, the original meanings of both terms should be reconstructed. Since the background of the "Antiochene" concept of the imago Dei is Semitic, the Syriac ought to be analysed rst. The way it is used in the theology and philosophy of St. Ephrem was thoroughly investigated by Robert Murray, S.J.
2 He argued that unites three ideas: 1) kingship; 2) free will, and 3) responsibility. Being such a complicated term, lost some implicit meanings, when entering Greek-speaking Antioch as . At the same time, the Greek term has its own independent scope of meaning. The best approach for a philosophical sense of was proposed by German hermeneutist Martin Heidegger.
3 He showed that has two key meanings: 1) "das, von woher etwas seinen Ausgang und Anfang nimmt;" and 2) "das, was zugleich als dieser Ausgang und Anfang über das Andere, was von ihm ausgeht, weggrei und so es einbehält und damit beherrscht." 4 Thus,
-is not just authority, but it is that kind of authority, which keeps in itself its own origin ( ). In Chrysostom's theology and philosophy is composed of Semitic ideas of , on the one hand, and its original sense in Greek philosophy, on the other. The origins of these semantic interactions can be discovered by means of a point-bypoint comparison of their spheres of usage, as follows.
King of Animals
In the world view of St. Ephrem generally means kingship, or rather, an honorable position of God's viceroys, who were endowed with authority over the external world, especially over creatures. At the same time for Ephrem, free will and authority are both essential aspects of the imago Dei in humankind: Thus human beings are considered to be custodians of the world since they were granted free will and are answerable to God for how it is treated. Chrysostom does not pay much a ention to this topic, instead he claimed that appears in possessing the external world, e.g. animals: , , . 
Freewill and Self-Control
At the same time Chrysostom maintained that is a distinguishing feature of human beings, which appears in its structure as an ability to rule itself, or self-control. According to Chrysostom the soul is full of di erent thoughts ( ), which are of two kinds: some are unreasonable ( ) and ca le-like ( ), others are beast-like ( ) and wild ( ). And in order to become like God in virtue, human beings need to , .
7
For Ephrem meant personal freedom to act rather than selfcontrol as long as free will is an implicit part of it: 8 (5) "And God said: Let us make man in our image: that is to say, endowed with authority to the point that if it seems good to him he will obey us. Now what it means that we are in the image of God has been explained by Moses, where he says: and let them have authority over the sh of the sea and the birds, the ca le and all the earth. Thus it is in the authority ( ) that Adam received over the earth and all that is in it, that the likeness of God consists, to him who has authority over things above and below" (Ephrem, Hom. in Gen. 2.29 (CSCO 152, 23); tr. in M , The Ephremic Tradition..., pars. 6). (6) "God created the human being as superior to all that exists on the earth and there is nothing over him, but everything under his power" (John Chrys., Hom. in Gen. 8; PG 53, 72).
(7) "…control and overpower them, giving authority over them to the mind" (John Chrys., Hom. in Gen. 3; PG 54, 591).
(8) "If it is by that Adam was the image of God, it is a most praiseworthy thing when a person, by knowledge of the truth and acting with truth, becomes the image of God, for that consists in these also (Ephrem, Anyhow in his works relates both to human freedom and to the image of kingship with a strong emphasis on the la er: 9 Chrysostom developed this concept in the ecclesiological and soteriological idea of the "full human," which does not belong to Ephrem in any respect. The head of the "full human" is God the Logos, Jesus Christ, and the body is the Church, or rather, o . 14 In this way, God is an origin ( ) for the "full human" since He is the head, which rules over the whole body and its parts and gives them existence: , · , (12) "And among the unreasoning creatures one may notice this same principle, as amongst bees, amongst cranes, amongst herds of wild ca le. And even the sea itself is not without this goodly subordination; for there too many of the clans are ranged under one among the shes, and are led thus as an army, and make long expeditions from home. For anarchy, be where it may, is an evil, and a cause of confusion" (John Chrys., Hom. in ep. ad Rom. 23; PG 60, 615); NPNF 1-11, 512.
The Proper Order of Things
(13) "For just as in the case of the limbs of the body, their individual needs are ful lled by one another, so too the inhabitants of the world ll in the common need from the common excess. We should rejoice in this need on the part of us all, for out of it is born harmony ( ) for us all; for in that people need one another, those in high position stoop to the lowly and are not ashamed, and the insigni cant reach out to the powerful and are not afraid. Even in the case of the animals, seeing that we have a need for them, we take care of them. Clearly our need for everything binds us with a love for everything" ( 
Conclusions
In this short article a rst step has been made concerning the greater problem -a complete comparison of the origins of "Antiochene" anthropologies, including the Greek and Syriac traditions. The importance of this problem can hardly be overestimated: here lies the origin of controversies between these traditions and here also lies the key to solving it. It is easy to see that the free will concept, which was implicit in Ephrem's , became later explicit in Greek Antiochene theology. Thus free will was no longer connected with the image of God, since it was considered as . Kingship, which was also implicit in (and here one can hear the later Muslim term "sultan"), was not important for the theological and philosophical approach of Chrysostom. When he thought of he envisioned the notion of headship, but headship as an origin.
